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Analysis of Adjustment Dimensions in Small Confined Groupsl
Paul D. Nalsoa and E, K, iric Gunderson2
U. 8. Navy Medizal Neuropsychiatric Research Unit

San Diego, California

The small stations operated by the United States in Antarctica are
manned each year 'y combined groups of U, S, Navy and civilian research
personnel, The mission of the military group is that of maintaining the
stations in operating condition, while that of the civilians is to collect
scientific data in various disciplines. During the six summer months all
station personnel must jointly prepare themselves and their station for
the winter ahead. Once the six month winter sets in, the statiun personnel
are confined to the interior limits of the station, are isolated from the
vutside world except for occasional radio coumunication, and each man
assumes the responsibilities prescribed by his occupational specialty,

The prescnt study is part of a program of research oriented towards
A better understanding of personal adjustment to such an environment, If
vwe can presunie adequate adaptation to the climatic conditions, the per-
sonnel who winter-over at small Antarctic stations must cope with the two
general problems of carrying out one's job as expected and getting along

with othors 111 a confined living group setting, The military and civilian

15,5.N. Med. N.P. Des. Unit %eport Mumber 62-3, :arch, 1962.

2This study was supported by the Burcau of Medicin~ and Surgery,
Department of the Navv, under Research Task MRO0S,12-2004 Subtask 1.
The authors wish to acknowlede Mr, Frank Thompson's assistance in .re=
paring the data submitted in this report,
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organizations, to which these personnel are responsible for their work,
are able to make general evaluations of personnel proficiency. But on
the basis of their daily contacts with one another and their adequate
familiarity with the goals of the expedition, the station personnel can
readily make evaluations themselves, both in regard tc work performance
and social adjustment within the group. Since 1957, such evaluations
have been made of small station personnel by both station leaders and
peers,

A previous report (Gunderson and Nelsra, 1962) summarized the re-
lationships between overall adjustment estimates based upon avcraged
ratings by supervisors and peers during the wintering-over period; the
stability of these global zvaluations over time was also studied. In
the present study attention is focused on the somewhat more specific
rating dimensions on which evaluations were made and out of which tha
composite evaluations of the previous study were formed. Both the reliae
bility and interrelationships of such dimensions are preszatly assessed.
Since the techniques of evaluation varied over the years, a separate
analysis is offered for each year, ¥ithin each year there was also
variation in data collection schedules and comploteness of data, so
sample sizes veary.

Deep Freeze 1957

Four stations of Deep Freere 1957 were studied, 4t the end of the

winter period, several military and civilian supervisors from each

station evaluated their personnel with a fourecategory rating of "overanll
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performance” and or each of seven specific behavior characteristics
(Appendix A). Since any station member had only one supervisor to

rate his effectiveness, there was no way to assess rater agreement, The
only analysis made oi' the supervisor evaluations alone was that of com-
paring the average "overall performance" ratings for personnel described
in different ways on the seven specific behavior characteristics, In
this analysis personnel from all stations were pooled, Thi results
appear in Table 1, Supervisors were particularly attentive to the capacity
of an iadividual to understand and carry out instructions and orders, to
be neat and clean, and to he able to work alone without reguiring others
for supervision, The absence of a significant relationship between per-
formance and being a disciplinary problem may be due to an observed
variation among supervisors' judgments azs to what constituted a discipli-
nary problem,

At tvo of the four stations peer evaluations were also obtained at
tre end of winter, Each station membar was rated by his peers on twenty
behavior characteristics (Appendix B)., Positive ratings, those judged as
favorable to the ratee, were scored by the authors as "+1"; negative ratings
were scored as “~1", These scores were then summed over the twenty
characteristics to provide a single score for each ratee from cach rater,
Vhile corncealing the relationship which any cie behavior characteristic
might have had with "overall performance”, this method provided the best

difforeatiation of ratecs,
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Estimates of peer rating reliability were obtained separately for
the two siations, At one station, vhere every pee: rated all other
personnel, the raters were split into two groups by taking odd-even names
from an alphabetical roster., Each ratee was then given an average peer
rating score from sach ¢f these two rater groups. The correlation of
these two scores yielded an estimate of split-half reliability (r=.86,
N=24) significant at the .01 level of confidence, At the second
station, wherc each siation member was evaluated by one or more peers but
never by the entire group, rating reliability was assessed by intracless
correlation using only those ratees who were evaluated by more than one
peer. Agreement among raters was significant at the .05 level of confi=
dence, The data are presented in Table 2, At both stations, then, there
was significant agreement among peers in their evaluation of station
personnel,

Table 2

Analysis of Peer Rating Reliability
Assesgsed Through Intraclass Correlation

Variance Source Mean Square af F R
Beiween ratees 219,35 18 2,142 .20
Residual 102,42 45

The final analysis of the 1957 data was the comparison of peer with
supervisor evaluations, The average peer rating scores were compared lor
personnel judged by supervisors as "outstanding" and "good" (N=47) against

p<rsonnel judged by supervisors as "average" and "poor" (N=18), A
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point-biserial correlation of .49 was obtained, significant at the .01
level of confidence, While peers and supervisors tended to agree in their
evaluations of personuel, the magnitude of their agreement suggests a
lack of complete communality in their rating frames-of-reference. 1f the
supervisors attended to both job performance and social adaptation in
makiig their overall judgments, th: peer evaluations should correlate with
the supervisors' ev.luations increasingly well to the extent that peers
also attend to both job ard social concapts. Reference to the peer rating
instrument used indicates that i1tems pertaining to job performance were
more prevalent than items pertaining to social adjustment.
Deep Freeze 1958

At each of three small staticns in Deep Freeze 1958, station personnel
were evaluated by two station leaders at the end of the summer period anc
again at the end of winter, At two of these stations, the senior military
teader evaluated all personnel and was assisted, independently, by a junicr-
military officer in evaluating military personnel and by the civilian
leader in evaluating civiliar personnel, At the third station, the senior
military leader and the civilian leader evaluated all personnel. Although
ratings were made on each of nine dimensicna {Appendix C), only the
following were studied: adjustment to expudition life, ability v g¢et
along with others, ability to do his job, and overall opinion, These were
dimensions on which the most complete data were obtained and represented
the adjustment dimenasyons of interest in this study. Ti.-»e analyses were
performed vith these data: assessment of rater agreement within tive
period, consistency of ratings over time, and rclationship among the

rating dimensions within time period.
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Since the rating distributions of irdividual raters tcnded to be
skewed, ratces were divided as close to the median as possible into upper
and lower groups for each rater on each dimension., Ccntingency coefficients
were then computed for each dimension comparing the upper and lower groups
of the senior military leader with the upper and lower grcups of either
the junior military leader or the civilian lcader as appropriate. The
stations werc pooled in this analysis. Table Q contains the results de-
scribing agrecemenlt betveen leaders within each time pericd. The contin-
gercy coefficients reported throughout this paper are based upon 2X2
contingency tables and have been corrected for a maximum possible value
of .707 for such tables. Also shown in Table 3 are the estimates of
rating consistency over time, These data were obtained by correlating for
each dimension the average leader ratings for end of summer with the
average leader ratings for end of winter, The results indicate rater
agreemen’t within time period and consistency of average ratings over time,

Relationships among the rating dimensions were obtained by correlating
averaged leader ratings across dimensions. These results appear in Table 4.
Military end civilian ratees werc treated separately in this anslysis on
the assumption that different aspects of performance may have been given
different weight by the leaders in their evaluation of these two types of
personael,  although, tie differcnce is slight, jub performance was somcvhat
more related than social adaptation to "overall opinicn® ior the mi‘itary
personnel, while the reverse vas observed for caviliars, If there is any-

thinyg to this trond, 1t may be due <0 vreater saliency and cruciality of
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the military jobs in regard to stetion laf'e, In general, however, the
significant intercovrclations suggest a single factor of adjustment com=
posed of beth task and social components, The dimension of "adjustment to
expedition life" was consistently morc highly rclated {o social than job
performance, and perhaps this dimension was perceived by the leaders as
simply another way of expressing the ability to get along with others,

At the erd of the summer and winter pericds, peers at each of these
stations evaluated one another through a peer nomination qucstionnaire
{ippendix D), Three nominations were made for "remaining with me at the
station" (Basc) and three nominatiorns werc made for "going with me or an
cverland sled party" (Ice). Valucs of "3", "2", and "1" were assigned
by the authors to first, second, and third choices respectively. A choice
sum was then obtained for each station member for Base, Ice, and total
nominations (Base plus Ice). Within each sta*ion, personnel were divided
ay close to the median as possible into upper and lower choice groups on
each nomination index, Since there were generally more military than
civilian personncl at these stations, and since thece may have been a
tendency for military to choose military and civilions to choose civilians,
the upver and lower choice groups were formed separztely for military and
civilian personncl and then pooled,

Contingency coefficients vere again used to asseys the relationship
between the nomination indices within and between time periods., These
results are shown in Table 5, Base and Ice rominations were siymificantly
related within cach time period, but between time periods the total or

composite nomination was most consistent,
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Table 5

Decp Freeze 1958 Peer Evaluations: Contingency Coefficient Relation=
ships between Peer Nomination Indices within and between Time Periods
R A S e e e

r

Relationship N ¢ o]
Sumner Base with Swmer Ice $3 .50 <01
Hirter Base with Winter Ice 69 51 <01
Surmer Base with Hinter Base 53 .24

Sunmer Ice with Yiinter Ice 53 .44 <05

Svnuer Total with Uinter Total 53 .64 <01

In Table 6 the relationship between peer and leader evaluations is
shown, Point-biserial correlations were used to compare upper and lower
peer nomination choice groups on averaged leader ratings. Base nominations

Table 6

Deep Freeze 1958 Peer and Leader Evaluations: Point-biserial Correla~
tions between Peer Nomination Indices and Leader Evaluations,

—— rp———

Peer Evaluations
Leader Evaluations Sunmer Hinter

Base Ice Total Base Ice Total

Adjustment/expedition  ,35" 17 18 .21 .22 A7
Gets along with others .36™ 30" 21" a7 27 . 407
Does his job well 24 18 .26% .22 .03 .13
Overell opinion .45 2% a7 2¢ .10 .15

N 64 4 84 50 50 50

#.. . .
Significant at the .05 level of confidence

““Siguificant at the .01 level of confidence
wvere generally more Lighly related tu vach of the leader cvaluations than
were the [ce nominations made by peers., Therv was some indication t..at [ce
nominations werc related to occupation; that is, "it would be good to have
a pglacrologist along because of mis specific knowledge and skills on

the 1ce.," Selections for Base as the end of summer were related to cach
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of the leader evaluation dimensions, while at the end of winter they were
significantly related only fo leader ratings of compatibility, The ability
to get along with others, or compatibility, was the one leader dimension
most consistently rclated to the peer nomination indices, The finding that
leader retings on compatibility increase over time in their relationship
to the composite peer nomination, while leader ratings on job performance
decrcase over time in the same regaid, suggests that peers attached in=-
creasing importance to social rather than work adjustment through the winter,

In summary, rating agrcement between leaders was observed within each
time period, Evaluations were also consistent over time, with "overali
opiniun® uf leaders and the composite nomination by peers being most con-
sistent, NWhile both job pe~formance and social adjustment were highly
correlated with leaders' overall opinions at both time periods, social
adjustment appeared somewhat more related than job perfommance to the
peer evaluations, particularly at the end of winter.

Deep Free:z: 1930-1S61

In Deep Freeze 1960, data were collected from two stiaticns. There
were no peer evaluations, At the end of winter the military and civilian
leader from each station rated cvery man on each of twenty-one behavior
charactzristics (Appendix E), and ranked all station personnel in tho order
in which they would select thua to serve at an antarctic station, assumed
by the authors to be an overall evaluation. TIn Deep Freeze 1061 the two
station leaders cvaluated statiun personnel by the same method described
above, but made evaluaticns at the end of summer, at mid-winter, and st1ll

again at t'e end of winter, Peer nominations were aiso obtained atl cach
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of the above time periods. Daia were so ob*ained from three small
sitations, TIn the present analysis, the tvo Deep Freeze years were pooled
wherever there were common data,

The first analysis vas that of assessing agreement between leaders
on their overall ranking of personnel within each time pericd, In some
instances, one station leader categorized his personnel rather than ranking
them. At no station did both leaders do this at the same time period,
Thereforo, after transforming ranks to T scores, point-biserial correlations
were computcd in instances vhere one leader categorized personnel, and
Pearson product-moment correlations were computed when both leaders gave
ranks, For cach station, then, a correlation was obtained between the
two leaders on their overall evaluation at cach time period. These corre-
lations were avcraged over stations to give an estimate of ieader agreece-
ment within each time period, By a similar method, an estimate of the
consisteucy of evaluations between end of summer and end of winter also
was obtainced, These results appear in Table 7,

Table 7
Deep Frecze 1960-1961 Leader Overall Evaluations:

Agreement between Leaders within Time Period and
Consistency of Evaluations over Time

Time Period N Avg. r p
Sunmer 1% .22
Mid-winter 1n .33
rnd of winter 1 .43 <. 10
S mmer-Fnd of vanter 18 .34




Nelson & Gunderson «13-

On the overall ranking, therc was an increase in leader agreement
over time, but in generzl the agrecment was not so good as that observed
between lcaders in previous data, Perhaps the method of ranking required
greater differentiation than the leaders were reliably able to make, It
also is possible that experience as a supervisor may be important in
personncl evaluation, In Deep Freeze 1958, station military leaders were
Navy line officers experienced in rating their men. In the present years,
the military leaders are Navy Medical Officers whose experience in the
Navy and probably in evaluating perscnnel is limited, Nevertheless, there
were in 1960 and 1961 differences between pairs of leaders in the axtent
to which they agreced, suggesting individual differences,

The pcer cvaluations obtained in 1961 consisted of three nominations
for each of the following: most and least likeable, knows most and least
about his job, adjusts best and poorest to the group, and would like or
not 1ika to boe wmarooned with this person on the ice, Since two of the
three stations offered incomplcte data over the last two time periods,
peer cvaluations were pooled over stations and time periods for most
of the following analyses, Consistency of pecr evaluations was assessed,
however, through a correclation of peer scores obtained at ihe end of
summer with an average of the peer scores obtained in the two winter
periods. Valucs of "+3", "+2", and "+1" were given by the authors for
positive first, second, and third choices respectively; values of "=-3",
2", and "-1" were given for negative tirst, second, and third choices
respectively, Choice scores were summed for each ratee, and on cach

aomination index personnel within each s‘.ation were divided as close to
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the median as possible into upper and lower choice groups. Military

and civilian personnel were drawn from the same pool since they were

aprroximately equal in nuwber at these stations. Contingency coefficients

vere. computed to estimate the relationship between thc peer nomination
indices, These are shovwn in Table 8,
Table 8
Deep Freeze 1961 Peer Evaluations: Relationships among Peer

Nomination Indices and Test-retest Stability of Evaluations
betwren End of Summer and End of Winter. @

(2) (3) (4) Test-retest

(1) Likeability .50 .63 .54 .46
(2) Knows job .53 .58 .73
(3) Adjusts to group .78 .45
(4) Vould like tc be with .53

if marooned or lost

aContingency coefficients; for all values p< .05 (N=58).

The 1961 peer evaluation data suggest a general evaluative factor
composed of both job and social adjustment components, very similar to
the results obtained from the 1988 le~der cvaluation data, Consistency
of evaluations over time is indicated, particularly with regard to job
knowvledge. Again, adjusting to the group, or compatibility, appears
most highly related o the more general nomination dimension pertaining
to being marooned or lost with a person,

For the Deep Freeze 1941 stations, peer evaluations w-re conmpa,ed
with leader evaluations, Pooling data over the three time periods, per-
sonnel at each station were divided into upper and lower groups based

upon averaged leader rankings. Personnel had already been so Aivided on
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the basis of peer nomination stores, Contingency coeff{icients were
then used to assess the relationship between each peer nomination index
and the overall leader evaluation, The results appear in Table 9, Peer
evaluations of compatibility were more highly related to leaders' overall
ranking evaluation than were any of the other peer nomination indices,
Table 9
Deep Freeze 1961 Peer and Leader Evaluations: Contingency

Coefficients Estimating the Relationship between Peer Nomina~-
tion Dimensions and Overail Evaluations by Leaders

. , , , Overall Leader Evaluation
Feer Nomination Dimensions

N Te P
Likeability 36 .45 <,05
Knows job 36 14
Adjusts to group 36 .63 <.01
HWould like to be with 36 .38 7,10

if marocned or lost

In the 1958 stations, it appeared as thougn the station leaders
inciuded both job and social adjustment componeats in their "overall
opinions", while the pee s seemed to be somewhat more oriented towards
social adjusiment or compatibility., Date from the 1961 stations suggests
that the reverse may be true, While the peers did attend highly to com-
patibility, they also included job knowledge in their general evaluation,
assuming chonice "to bo marooned with" as the most general cvaluation
made by pecrs, On the other hand, the 1961 leaders gave uverall evalue~
tiuns based much more on compatibility then on job knowluiyge, as measured
by the puer nominations, There may be a subtle difference between knuwing
about one's job, &s measurced in 1961, and in doing one's job well, as
measured in 1958, but the two indices of job orientation should be posie

tively correlated,
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To better understand the frame-of-reference used by the 1960 and
1961 leaders in thear sverall ranking jud_ments, analysis of ratings
on the twenty-one specific behavior characteristics was conductcd,  For
cach station leadcr, at each time period, the twenty-onc behavior ratings
verce correlated vith the ove+all ranking evaluation, Point-biserial
correclations were obtained betwe 'n average ratings on the hehavior
characteristics and dichotomous classifications on "overall evaluation®,
Although some (ddiifcrences were noted among leaders and time periods, a
single estimate of cach rclationship was obtained by averaging the correla-
tion values over leaders and time periods. Agreement brtween pairs of
station leaders on their behavior ratings was also asscssed by averaging
inter~rater correlations over time and stations, Relaticnships alse were
obtaincd belween average ratings on behavior characteristics and dichotomous
classifications on peer nominations pertaining to "being marooned with on
the 1ce," Point=biscrial correlationg were obtained for cach station;
average correlations were then computed.,  The results of these three
analyses are shown in Table 10,

The magratudes of relationship between the behavior ratings and the
general leader and peer evaliations were rcasonably similar, Dimensions
pertaning specifically to gob or work performance were more highly rcelated
to peer evaluations than to leader evaluations, supporting previously re-
perted data for these groups,  Both peers and leaders, hevever, attended
to social adaptation in makiave thorr ovaeluations of personnel.  Char:i ~teristics

1 1 e

v I N Py M I e an - eey b . -t
correlated at toe 00 Teved 8 cunfilinee o Litter with buth and Toaks

)

i

P
.

evaluations were "likeabilitn” and “daily routine performance”, The lattor
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Table 10

Deep Freeze 1960-1961 Peer and Leader Evaluations: Average Agrecment between
Leaders on Behavior Cuaracteristic Ratings and the Average Relationship of
such Behavior Ratings with 1) Overall Leader Evaluation and 2) General
Dimension of Peer Evaluatiou.

44 + wum——T—
T —.

=

_ _ Avg, Agreement Overall Leader?  General PeorC
Rehavior Characteristic Between leaders Evaluatian Evaluation
Adapts to change .17 .44 Ry
Controls emotions 54 .50% .42
Expresses anxiety ) -.36 -.35
Muscular tcnsion .28 -.42 -.38
ftccepts authoraty 61 .46 .25
Excitabilaty .35 -, 38 -.36
Maturaty .44 .46 .32
Self-confidence .15 .18 . 24
Hotivation te do oae's job .30 .44 .59%#
Likeability .58% .55" AT
Alertness .31 .41 .41
Leadership .43 +45 .31
Industriousncss «39 .42 .66""
Problem=-sharing .16 .11 00
Agressivencss .40 ~.10 -.04
Happiness .38 .42 52t
OQutvard i¢aciion to frustration .40 .05 -.29
Motivation to belong to group .30 .50% .46
Attitude towards Deep Freeze .28 .44 695
Satisfactinr with assignment .32 .46 a1
Daily routine performance 53 .55" N Toukd

N 18 18 18

3pearson product-monent correlations used for leader agreement; point=-
Lbiserial correlations used for relationships with leader and peer evaluations,
For cac't station group included in these analyses, Nwly¥, The correlations
reported are averages based upon two or more groups,

Pugrder the men as you would chonse them to serve with you at an Antarctic
station®,

Cniig t nien would you like (and not like) to be marooned or lost on the 1ce

with''?

r;Signxfxcant ot tnc ,05 level of confidence,
W ot - ~ -
“Signmificant ot the ,01 level of coniidence,
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dimension prcoably approximates a general cvaluation more than any of the
other behavior dimensions, and it is encouraging to observe leader agreement
on such a dimension, particularly when leader agreement was relatively low
on the ovcerall ranking,
Discussion and Conclusions

Personnel evaluations made by Deep Freeze small station leaders
and peers appear reliable both within and botween assessment time periods.
Perhaps greatest variability in rating reiiability lies in the evaluations
rendered hy station leaders. Tv 1958, the most general evaluation made
by lcaders was their "overall opinion" of station personnel; on this rating
dimension, there was significant agreemeni between station leaders both
within and between time periods, Presumably, the most general evaluation
made by station leaders in 1960 and 1961 was a ranking of personnel "in
the order in which you would want them with you at an Antarctic station.”
Leader agreement was much lower on this evaluative dimension. It has
already been suggested that perhaps cxperience as a supervisor may be
important as 2 dererminant of reliable supervisor ratings, and the 1958
military lcaders were probably more experienced in this sense than the
military leaders in 1960 and 1961. For both time periods, the civilian
leaders were probably similar in supervisor experience, In kecping with
the idca that rater experience is important was the finding in both 1958
and 1980-1961 that agrcement between leaders increased over time,

Aside from rater cxperience, the nature of the evaluation questiun
must also be considered in terms of 1ts potential eTfect upon rating relio-

bilitv, wWhat are the similaritics and differences, for cxample, 1n tne
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frames-of-reference used by l.aders in respondiag to a question about
"overall opinion™ as contrasted with a question about "desirability of
beinp with at aa Antarctic station”? Is the latter question suvbject tc
a nore jdiosyncratic frame-of<reference than ihe former question, and,
hence, a potentially lower level of inter-rater reliability? As the ques~
tions asked of leaders become more similar in content, there is evidence
that evaluations based upon such questions can be made more reliably. The
leaders in 1900 and 1961, for example, reacrned significant levels of agree~
ment vhen evaluating station personnel on *how well the group liked them”
and "daily routinc performance,” in much the same way that the leaders in
1855 were able to reach significant levels of agreement on "how well does
he get along with others in the group” and "how well doecs he do his job",
It might simply be that peer nominations on general aspects of performance
are a more reliable source of evaluation than leader ratings, particularly
when one or hoth of two leaders are relatively inexpericnced in serving as
supervisors, In such instances, the lvaders might in fact be considered
as but two peers, and their agreement with one another should be expected
to be no greater, and perhaps less, than that betwcen cther gioup members,
The extent tc which leaders and peers have included both jub and
social adjustmeni components i; their overall evaluations of station
personncl has varied over the years, 1In 1353, station leaders included
both jcb and socinl adijustment in their overall cvaluatione, while pecrs
in that ycar attinded somewhat more to social adjustment or compatibility
than to job performance, In jwtl, on the other hand, peers included botn

Jie job and social sdjustment aspects of benavier, even favoring the former,
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while thz siation leaders generally attended more to the social adjustment
aspect of behavior., One hypothesis to account for this trend is that job
performance is given greater emphasis as part cf an overall evaluation as

the number of years of work experience of the raters increases. Just as

th

D

1958 military leaders were pronably more experienced in the Navy than
the 1960 and 1961 military icaders, milit-."y enlisted personnel of 1960
and 1961 stations tended to be nlder and had more time in service than those
of the 1958 stations.

Results of the present study do suggest one very important notion
about adjustment in small confined living groups such as thosc in the
Antarctic, Cfompatibility, or fitting in with the proup, is at least
2s important s job performance in the eyes of both leaders and peers,
This finding suggests that doing one's job well may be a necessary but
not sufficient quality for geod overall adjustment in this environment,
Vhile there may be differences depending upon the occupation to which one
refers, it might be that there is greater tolerance of less adequate job
performance for persons who are personally well received by other group
members than for persons not so well received, Sirnce ratings of job
performance and soc:al adjustment are positively correlated in the results
of this paper, the autnors speculate that willingness to work is more
critical than sheer proficiency of work. Ii. any casc, the fact that cowm-
patibility is so important poses a challensc for thosc who are charged
with the responsiblity of scelecting anu grouping persennel for small
Antarctic stations, Consideration of individual personalities and group
cruposition becomes an apparent nced in the selection and aswignment

procesr,
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Appendix A

1557 Supervisor Evaluationd
What is your overall evaluaticn of this man?
() poor () average { ) good ( ) outstanding
1. In the company or group to which he is assigned:
+ He does not let others push him around, but does not look for trouble
lle lets others take advantage of him
He is often arguing or picking fights
2., With regard to his ability to learn and use what he k ms:
4+ lle has ne difficulty learning or carrying out instructions
He is slow in learning but eventually gets it
He is unable to understand or carry out simple instructions
He seems to understand instructions but can't carry them out
3, He responds to orders und instructions:
+ With iritiative
+ Accepling without comnent
OLviously resents orders but responds adequately
Poorly and with resentment
4, During frec periods:
+ He stays off to himself
I'e is a leader of group activity

le is usually a part of the group

5. With regard 1o himself and his clothes:

a

He is unusually neat and clean
He is up to par with his shipmates
He 1s objcctionably dirty and untidy

6. Has he been a disciplinary problem (explain):

+ No
Yes

7. Vhen faced with a task, he works hetter:
+ ihen h¢ works alone

Wihen he works with one or more persons with no designated leader
“hen he works witlh a group and needs supervisicn every siep

3(+) c1gns hefore behavicr tharacteristics ialicate those descriptions
gelacted 1n this study for differentiating upper and lower groups on overall
performance,
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Appendix B

1657 Peer Rating

Sirongly Strongly
Disagree Dasagree Undecided Agree Agree
1. Tias man shows confidence in himself.

o

10.
11.
12,
13,
14,
15,
16,
17,
18.

19.

lis appearance is good.

He shows leadership in his field,

He has the ability to stand up under pressure,

He takes the initiative.

He 1s a fine athlete and enjoys sports,

lle is well educateu.

This man has command presence.

e has stamina and endurance.

iiis actions show that he has familiarity with many things.

He exhibits imagination in solving problems,

This man thinks quickly and well in a c¢risis.

He is the type of man wio will carry through in any situation,
He exhibits poise in most situations.

He has personal pride in himself and his work,

His decisions show sound judgment,

lie performs well before the group.

e bas experience in military line and uses this o ad-rantage,
He has good training and knows his duties and responsinbilities,

Men would follow him gladly,
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Appendix D

1958 Peer Nominations

1. If only three other men from your immediate group could be left
with you to man this station, while all cthers had to leave on
an important mission, which three men would you chnose to stay
vith you?

2. If you could take three men from your immediate group to accompany
vou on an overland sled part which was to accorplish an important
mission, whicl, three men would you choose?
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1560-1961 Supervisor Evaluations

1. How adaptible is he to changes and new situations?

2. low well does he control his emotions?

3. ‘“ow anxious, worried, or upset does he generally appear?

4, low tense does thie »zrson usvally appear?

5, How accepting is he of authority?

6. How exciteable does he generally appear?

7. Considering nis age, how muture does he seem to be?

8. How gelf-confident is tais person?

9, How motivated is he in carrying through with assignments?

10, How well liked is this person by cthers in the group?

11, llow alert is thye person?

12, How much leadersiip ability does he display?
13. ..ow cnergetic or industrious 1s this person?
1l4. To vhat extent does he attempt to share his problems with others?
15, How agressive is this person?

16. How happy does this person genecraliy secm to be?

17, How dues he react to frustration, outwardly or inwardly?

18, How motivated is tnis person to be an efficieat member of the group?
19. How favorable are bis a“iitudes towards the Deep Freeze projects?
20, How satisfied 1s this person with his present assignment?

21. llow favorable 1is this personts performancs under rovtine condations?
1

Rank the men at this station in the order in which you wculd choose tnem
10 serve with you at an An‘arctic station,

°?esponsc to Items 1-21 15 given on a nine-point rating scale,
GPer;onal Adjustment Rating Booklet {(Modified Deep Freeze) prepared
by Benjauin B, Weybrew, Pn.U., U,S5,N, Hedical Hesearch Laborutoury, U,S..4,
subaerine Base, New London, Conn.
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1961 Peer Nominations

in this group you find most likeable.

in this group you find the least likeable,

in this group yov think know their jobs best,

in this group you think know their jobs least,

you think adjust best to thc group.

you think adjust most poorly to the group.

three men you would choose first to be with if you were

marooned or lost in the Antarctic.

Name thc three men you would choose 1ast to be with if you were
suddenly marooned or lost in the Antarctic,
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